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When investigating accuracy, i.e. “the ability to produce error-free speech” (Housen & Kuiken 
2009: 2), across spoken and written texts, diverging criteria for conceptualizing and operationalizing 
errors must invariably be considered for both modes. For instance, forms considered erroneous in written 
language might be deemed acceptable in spoken texts due to differences in prescriptive demands 
(Thewissen 2020) and some error categories, such as spelling slips, are not applicable to other modes. 
Furthermore, spoken (learner) language is characterized by disfluencies, repetitions, and pronunciation 
errors (Gilquin & DeCock 2013; Kämmerer & Götz 2010).  

Currently, only few studies exist that compare accuracy in spoken and written learner data (e.g. 
Kuiken & Vedder 2012; Abe 2019). Despite some suggestions regarding the annotation of spoken data 
(e.g. Kämmerer & Götz 2010; Gillová 2014), there is a scarcity of error-tagged spoken EFL learner 
corpora (e.g. Izumi et al. 2005). 

We set out to analyze a sample of the Corpus of Young German Learner English (YGLE; Werner 
et al. in preparation), which is comprised of both written and spoken learner data from German 
secondary schools. This sample has already been tagged, using the UC Louvain Error Editor (UCLEEv2; 
Granger et al. 2023), and the current study adds pronunciation errors as a category for spoken language. 
As such, selected errors frequently exhibited by German EFL speakers will be tagged: i) confounding 
of /v/ and /w/; ii) mispronunciation of dental fricatives; iii) missing distinction between /e/ and /æ/, and 
iv) final devoicing (cf. Sönning 2020). Moreover, unintelligible words and incorrect pronunciation of 
further phonemes will be tagged, whereas allophonic realizations (e.g. clear versus dark /l/) will not be 
considered. 

This study explores the operationalization of accuracy across spoken and written texts produced 
by the same learners from grades 8, 10 and 12 (N = 60), addressing the following research question: 

RQ1: How can the UCLEEv2 be applied to spoken data, accounting for phonological errors in 
addition to the error categories applied to written data? 

We posit that whilst some error types, such as lexical and grammatical errors, are correlated across 
modes, other errors are inherently mode-specific. As spelling errors may be partially attributed to 
underlying phonological issues (Al-Jarf 2008), we assume that spelling and pronunciation, albeit being 
specific to their respective mode, are correlated when comparing spoken and written language. 

As a second approach, we will explore phonological errors and disfluencies as two central 
characteristics of spoken language and their linkage to accuracy in spontaneous speech, specifically:  

RQ2.1: Does a low phonological error rate predict accuracy? 
RQ2.2: Does the use of fillers predict accuracy? 

We postulate that a low phonological error rate is linked to high accuracy in spoken language. 
Furthermore, we hypothesize that lexical fillers, such as like and well, are linked to high accuracy, 
whereas unspecific fillers (i.e. hesitations like uhm) are not. These assumptions are supported by a 
previous finding that associates filled pauses (e.g. eh, em) with learner language, and the use of like as 
a filler with native language use (Gilquin 2008).  
Error annotations of learner speech, especially at the phonetic level, are generally underrepresented in 
corpora (Eryiğit et al. 2025), and thus we hope to contribute novel insights into accuracy in spoken 
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language. Eventually, these insights may help to inform pedagogical applications for a mode-sensitive 
teaching of accuracy.  
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